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Tasmanian Wet Eucalypt Forests 
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Pacific Northwest Douglas Fir Mixed Conifer Forests 
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The region of 
the Northwest 
Forest Plan. 
N
at
ur
e 
Pr
ec
ed
in
gs
 : 
do
i:1
0.
10
38
/n
pr
e.
20
09
.3
74
4.
1 
: P
os
te
d 
11
 S
ep
 2
00
9
N
at
ur
e 
Pr
ec
ed
in
gs
 : 
do
i:1
0.
10
38
/n
pr
e.
20
09
.3
74
4.
1 
: P
os
te
d 
11
 S
ep
 2
00
9
Changing to “ecological” 
forestry in U.S. Pacific 
Northwest 
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Changing to 
“ecological” forestry 
in Tasmania 
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Example Tasmanian variable retention harvest experiment: 
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Example Images Shown to Respondents by Analogous Harvests 
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Presentation of harvest information to Tasmanian respondents: 
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Only inside the aggregated-retention 
uncut areas within harvest coups do 
Tasmanians retain all members of the 
plant community found prior to 
harvesting.  In-between areas are 
clearcut.  These aggregated treatments 
are quite comparable between the 
regions. 
Tasmanian dispersed retention harvests 
remove all trees except the prescribed 
basal area of Eucalypt tree species.  
These are primarily the commercial 
Eucalyptus obliqua, but may include 
other less commercial Eucalypt species.  
The most common understorey type is a 
rainforest, or mixed forest understorey, 
which includes tree species other than 
eucalypts, such as blackwood (Acacia 
melanoxylon) and myrtle (Nothofagus 
cunninghamii).  Understorey trees are 
not retained under dispersed retention 
prescriptions.  Regeneration is through 
natural seedfall from retained eucalypts’. 
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In Tasmania down wood is burned 
within harvested aggregates and also 
within dispersed-harvest coups, in order 
to foster regeneration of eucalypt 
species. 
In US-PNW dispersed retention harvests 
(40% shown) retain all tree species in the 
proportions found before harvest, and 
plant an ecological variety of seedlings. 
The same retention rule is often used 
within retention harvests in planting 
seedlings in cutover areas. 
Much down wood is retained without 
burning to decay and provide ground 
habitat, in both dispersed (shown) and 
aggregated harvests.  Seedlings are 
planted among this down wood. 
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In the US-PNW, aggregated 
retention harvests are less 
scenically intact than dispersed 
retention, due to clearcut 
openings between the aggregates. 
(Here an example of a 40% 
aggregated retention harvest.) 
US-PNW dispersed retention retain 
more of a scenic appearance of an 
intact forest, and are perceived as 
preferred-- given their equivalence to 
aggregated retention harvests in terms 
of retained biodiversity (at the same 
retention level). 
(Here an example of a 15% dispersed 
retention harvest.) 
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Harvest impact ratings roughly in common between the two studies: 
Blue boxes indicate analogous ratings that disagreed substantially between regions. 
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Statistically 
the same 
Statistically 
the same & 
both neutral 
Significantly 
different 
Productionists agree between 
regions across all attributes 
and did not “load upon” any 
attributes in rating harvests’ 
acceptability 
Protectionists & non-
aligned people are in 
“lock-step” between 
regions, and agree that 
more retention, more 
gathered products, 
more habitat, and less 
timber value add to 
harvests’ acceptability. 
Protectionists and non-aligned people disagree between regions about: wildfire risk 
(Tasmanians are more risk averse.), logger safety (Tasmanians are more concerned about 
safety.), and ground habitat (Tasmanians “load upon” it more because it varies more.). 
N
at
ur
e 
Pr
ec
ed
in
gs
 : 
do
i:1
0.
10
38
/n
pr
e.
20
09
.3
74
4.
1 
: P
os
te
d 
11
 S
ep
 2
00
9
The acceptability of many harvest options is similar between regions. 
• US-PNW productionists are 
indifferent to retention pattern & 
level. Tas. productionists prefer aggr. 
ret. (safety) and less retention. 
• All protectionists like more retention.  In Tas. they 
prefer aggr. reten.  In US-PNW they prefer disp. 
reten. At 40%. 
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Major disagreement between regions about acceptability of all dispersed retention harvests. 
Tasmanian dispersed retention harvests much less acceptable than in U.S. Pacific Northwest.  
Significant disagreement among protectionists between regions about aggregated retention 
harvests.  Tasmanian aggregated retention is more acceptable than US-PNW.  
The acceptability of many harvest options is similar between regions. 
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A FEW TAKE HOME MESSAGES: 
• The values and perceptions of the two regions’ populations are quite 
similar, even when broken down by attitudes toward forests. 
• Differences in perceptions of harvests’ acceptability derive mainly 
from differences in the design and impacts of harvests in response to 
local biological constraints and policy choices. 
For example: US-PNW respondents value dispersed retention harvests more 
because while they similarly retain biodiversity as aggregated retention there, 
they look more like forests and move toward old-growth forests more quickly. 
Tasmanian respondents value aggregated retention harvests more because 
they alone retain more biodiversity and especially more that like that of old-
growth forests, and their dispersed retention harvests cut many more trees to 
look less like intact forests than do the corresponding harvests in the US-PNW. 
• Differences in perceptions also derive from greater priority given to 
factors of more salience in each region. 
For example, Tasmanians pay more head to logger safety and reducing wildfire 
risk because both these have been more problematic in that region. 
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